HAVE WE CREATED A NEW DISCIPLINES APPROACH TO EDUCATIONAL THEORY?  AM I DOCTOR EDUCATOR?





A contribution to the BERA02 Symposium on Professional Development, Quality in University Teaching and the Impact of Policy





Jack Whitehead, Department of Education, University of Bath





Presented at the British Educational Research Association, Annual Conference, University of Exeter, 14th September, 2002.








In preparing this presentation, I am bearing in mind the claims made in the original proposal for inclusion in this Symposium. In a joint submission with Jean McNiff and Tom Geary of Limerick University we said that we would:





Explain how we are collaboratively developing a scholarship of higher education teaching by nurturing the self-studies of professionals and collectively asking, 'How do I/we improve my/our work?'


Explain how the development of practitioners' personal theories of education can have far-reaching significance for personal and organisational growth. 


|Explain how standards of judgement may be defined and communicated through transforming the experience of embodied values into living standards of  practice and judgement. 


Offer exemplars of good practice from research groups at our universities, to show how these studies are creating a new disciplines approach to educational theory.





Before I focus my contribution on fulfilling these intentions, through the enquiry, ‘Have we created a new disciplines approach to educational theory?’,  I want to refer to point i) above by highlighting Jean McNiff’s influence on our collaborative development of a scholarship of higher education teaching over the past 21 years. To communicate something of the quality of our collaboration and the pivotal role of Jean McNiff’s writings here is the introduction to the third edition of Action Research for Professional Development: concise advice for new action researchers, from the website -  jeanmcniff.com.  I am hoping that you will be able to tell from the life-affirming energy that flows through her text, that Jean (McNiff, 2002) has been a most significant influence in nurturing our sustained commitment to each other and to our individual and shared enquiries: 





Introduction to the third edition of Action Research for Professional Development:





The text presented here originally took the form of a small booklet. The First Edition was published in 1995, and since then the booklet has travelled far, appearing in professional education courses in universities, schools and workplaces around the world. 





I am placing the work here in celebration of two special events. The first event is that I have (finally!) succeeded in establishing a web site. The second event is that this year marks the twenty-first anniversary of my learning partnership with Jack Whitehead. 





This text is as much Jack’s as mine. For the last 21 years, Jack has been a major influence in my life of education. During that time our ideas have developed through our own caring, creatively critical conversations. While some specific ideas that appear in this text belong to one or other of us (for example, Jack’s action plans, his ideas about the living ‘I’, about experiencing oneself as a living contradiction, and about the nature of living educational theories; and Jean’s ideas about the generative transformational nature of the evolutionary processes of human enquiry), many of the ideas have been developed collaboratively. It is a remarkable partnership, especially in light of the fact that we don’t see each other that often, given that Jack lives and works in Bath, and Jean commutes from her home in Dorset to work in Ireland. When we do see each other, therefore, it is an all the more intensely rich experience, for we have much to catch up on and new ideas to talk through. 





Both Jack and I are passionately interested in issues concerning knowledge, especially the forms of knowledge and knowledge creation that action research embodies. I have learnt from Jack the power of sharing ideas to generate new ones, and how we need to use our technologies to make those ideas freely accessible to all. Because of this commitment to sharing ideas, this text is no longer available as a commercial publication, but is here, free, to use as you wish.





We invite you to become part of our educative conversations. You can do this by accessing www.actionresearch.net, or www.jeanmcniff.com .





You might know people whose language is other than English. If they wish to translate this text into their languages, they should feel free to do so. Please also let me have a copy of the translation for this web site, so that others can benefit too.





If you care to give feedback to this text, please do so, and I will explore ways of amending the text accordingly, and also creating a forum for our discussions.





Here’s to the next twenty-one years of learning!





 Jean McNiff (Mcniff, 2002)


 


And maybe another twenty one years of presentations at BERA!  





I now want to turn to the focus of the Symposium on Professional Development, Quality in University Teaching and Impact on Policy  in relation to answering the question:





Have We Created A New Disciplines Approach to Educational Theory?





The ‘We’ I have in mind, together with the body of evidence we have created, that leads me to the conclusion that we have created a new disciplines approach to educational theory are:





Eames, K. (1995) How do I, as a teacher and educational action-researcher, describe and explain the nature of my professional knowledge? Ph.D. Thesis, University of Bath. In the Living Theory section of http://www.actionresearch.net 





Evans, M. (1995) An action research enquiry into reflection in action as part of my role as a deputy headteacher. Ph.D. Thesis, Kingston University. In the Living Theory section of http://www.actionresearch.net





Hughes, J. (1996) Action planning and assessment in guidance contexts: how can I understand and support these processes while working with colleagues in further education colleges and career service provision in Avon. Ph.D. Thesis, University of Bath. In the Living Theory section of http://www.actionresearch.net





Laidlaw, M. (1996) How can I create my own living educational theory as I offer you an account of my educational development? Ph.D. thesis, University of Bath. In the Living Theory Section of http://www.actionresearch.net





Holley, E. (1997) How do I as a teacher-researcher contribute to the development of a living educational theory through an exploration of my values in my professional practice? M.Phil., University of Bath. In the Living Theory section of http://www.actionresearch.net





 D’Arcy, P. (1998) The Whole Story….. Ph.D. Thesis, University of Bath. In the Living Theory section of http://www.actionresearch.net





 Loftus, J. (1999) An action enquiry into the marketing of an established first school in its transition to full primary status. Ph.D. thesis, Kingston University. In the Living Theory section of http://www.actionresearch.net





Whitehead, J. (1999) How do I improve my practice?  Creating a discipline of education through educational enquiry. Ph.D. University of Bath. In the Living Theory section of http://www.actionresearch.net





Cunningham, B. (1999) How do I come to know my spirituality as I create my own living educational theory? Ph.D. Thesis, University of Bath. In the Living Theory section of http://www.actionresearch.net





Adler-Collins, J. (2000) A Scholarship of Enquiry, M.A. dissertation, University of Bath. In the Living Theory section of http://www.actionresearch.net





Finnegan, (2000) How do I create my own educational theory in my educative relations as an action researcher and as a teacher? Ph.D. submission, University of Bath. In the Living Theory section of http://www.actionresearch.net





Austin, T. (2001) Treasures in the Snow: What do I know and how do I know it through my educational inquiry into my practice of community? Ph.D. Thesis, University of Bath, In the Living Theory section of http://www.actionresearch.net/





Mead, G. (2001) Unlatching the Gate: Realising the Scholarship of my Living Inquiry. Ph.D. University of Bath. In the Living Theory section of http://www.actionresearch.net





Bosher, M. (2001) How can I as an educator and Professional Development Manager working with teachers, support and enhance the learning and achievement of pupils in a whole school improvement process? Ph.D. University of Bath. In the Living Theory section of http://www.actionresearch.net/





Delong, J. (2002) How Can I Improve My Practice As A Superintendent of Schools and Create My Own Living Educational Theory? Ph.D. University of Bath. In the Living Theory section of http://www.actionresearch.net





I also include in the ‘We’, the individuals and their educational enquiries listed in the Appendix to my Presidential Address to BERA 88 (Whitehead, 1989). Jean McNiff’s doctoral thesis, ‘An Explanation for an Individual’s Educational Development through the Dialectic of Action Research’ (McNiff, 1989), is only available in the University of Bath Library. Mary Gurney’s  doctorate on ‘An Action Enquiry into Ways of Developing and Improving Personal and Social Education’, (Gurney, 1988) is also in the library. These were the first two living theory doctoral theses to be legitimated at the University of Bath. Don Foster’s Masters Degree, ‘Explanations for Teachers’ Attempts to Improve the Process of Education for their Pupils’ (Foster, 1982) was the first living theory research masters degree to be legitimated in the University.





The passion that has sustained my own enquiries into the nature of educational theory had its genesis in the shock of recognising, in 1971, that I was mistaken in accepting the assumptions of the old disciplines approach to educational theory. In the old disciplines approach, educational theory was seen to be constituted by the disciplines of philosophy, psychology, sociology and history of education. I knew that I was making a mistake in accepting this view of educational theory before I could articulate the nature of the mistake. I’ll talk a little more about this mistake later. Paul Hirst gave me the words to talk about the mistake when he wrote that the error in the old disciplines approach was its assumption that the practical principles, used by teachers to judge and explain what they were doing in their teaching, were at best pragmatic maxims having a first crude and superficial justification in practice  that would be replaced in any rationally developed educational theory by principles with more theoretical justification (Hirst, 1983, p. 18). The issue of the educational judgements that can link the educator as actor and the educational researcher as actor and spectator in educational theory continues to be a focus of debate in the educational literature (Coulter & Wiens, 2002)





This shock of knowing I was mistaken occurred some four years into my teaching career. From 1967-71 the focus of my teaching was on helping my 11-18 year old pupils to develop an enthusiasm for scientific enquiry and with getting the best grades they possibly could in public examinations.  From my first day in the classroom at Langdon Park School in London’s Tower Hamlet, I’d found myself feeling that I must improve what I was doing to help my pupils to learn. I found myself asking, ‘How can I do this better?’. I recognise that my own passion for educational enquiry has stayed with me and I’m delighted to be with Stephen Rowland (1984, 2000) in this Symposium, because of the sustained passion for enquiry he has shown in his work on the enquiring classroom, the enquiring tutor and the enquiring university teacher. 





My obsession with educational theory began with reading Richard Peters’ Ethics and Education and John Dewey’s Democracy and Education in my initial teacher education programme (1966-67).  My special study was on ‘A way to professionalism in education?’ It included my commitment to understand educational theory because I believed that this would help to guide my professional development as I worked to help my pupils to improve the quality of their scientific understanding and enquiries. In 1968, as my first formal professional development programme I registered for the two year, part-time programme in the philosophy and psychology of education, with Richard Peters and other staff at the London Institute of Education.





In 1970, having completed the programme in philosophy and psychology, I felt that the philosophy programme had helped me to clarify what I ought to do, in the sense of initiating my students into a scientific form of understanding. My professional development continued into the masters programme in the psychology of education. While I enjoyed the philosophy more than the psychology, I felt that it would be from the methods and theories of  psychology that I would learn how to improve what I was doing in practice.  It was at the end of the first year of this programme in 1971 that I felt an intuitive certainty that the disciplines approach to educational theory was mistaken. No methods or theories from any of the disciplines, either single or in any combination could adequately explain what I was doing with my pupils in my educational practices and enquiries, nor could they adequately explain my educational influence in my students’ learning.  Because of the strength of my feeling that the profession of education needed educational theories that could adequately explain such practices and influences my career focus changed. I decided to become a university educational researcher in order to contribute to the reconstruction of educational theory. 





Some 31 years later I am wondering if the evidence of the accumulated body of  educational knowledge in actionresearch.net is sufficient for you and other readers to give a positive answer to the question. ‘Have we created a new disciplines approach to educational theory?’ Because I agree with Kilpatrick (1951) that educational theory is a form of dialogue that has profound implications for humanity, I am also wondering if the evidence of the living educational theories in actionresearch.net is sufficient to justify a claim that educational theory can be directly connected in the lives of individuals to learning to live values of humanity. Before I explain what I mean by values of humanity in relation to my own professional development, quality in my university teaching and impact on policy, I want to consider some differences between ‘Theory’ and ‘Living Educational Theory’. Pring (2000) explains that:





" 'Theory' would seem to have the following features. It refers to a set of propositions which are stated with sufficient generality yet precision that they explain the behaviour of a range of phenomena and predict which would happen in the future. An understanding of these propositions includes an understanding of what would refute them." (Pring, pp. 124-125, 2000).





I can appreciate the clarity of this definition. It is probably the view of theory upheld in every Journal of Educational Research. Indeed, I have documented my integrated insights from such theories in my own educational development and living educational theory (Whitehead, 1993). To stress the importance that I give to prepositional theories I will explain later why I am exploring the implications of Bernstein's (2000) theory of pedagogic communication, with its tightly defined set of interconnected propositions and his idea of the pedagogisation of knowledge, in researching the influence of living educational theories in the education of social formations. Using Pring’s definition of theory it should be possible to understand what would refute his view of theory. I am thinking of a refutation, not in relation to the traditional disciplines of education, but in relation to the generation and testing of living educational theories in the disciplines of educational practice, enquiry and influence. 





Let me test out the validity of these ideas with you. If I'm mistaken you could help me not to persist in error. 





First, I will give an ostensive definition of existing as a living contradiction by showing you a video-clip from a supervision session with a doctoral, practitioner-researcher  where I am experiencing myself as a living contradiction in the sense of holding together certain values together with their negation. I’m wondering if you have recognised yourselves as living contradictions in enquiries of the kind, ‘How do I improve what I am doing?’ Every educational enquirer I have worked with has recognised the experience of being a living contradiction. Maybe you do too?





Placing ‘I’ as both an integrating consciousness and a living contradiction  within a claim to knowledge does have epistemological significance for the generation and testing of theories. Living contradictions are acceptable within the creation and testing of living educational theories.  Contradictory statements are eliminated  within theories that are defined in terms of interconnected sets of propositions. As Schon (1995) pointed out, there is a need for a new epistemology for the new scholarship. I also agree with Schon that this new epistemology will emerge from action research. I will explain below how I think the standards of judgement for the new scholarship are emerging from the embodied values and knowledges of practitioner-researchers.  





Second, there is an action reflection process that seems to work alongside the experience of ‘I’ as a living contradiction. The concerns and tensions of experiencing the negation of values seem to stimulate the imagination to think of ways forward in terms of projecting oneself into a future in which values are being lived more fully in what one is doing. These actions can be accompanied by looking for data on which to make a judgement on the effectiveness of the actions in relation to the values. Concerns, ideas and actions can be modified in the light of these evaluation (McNiff, 2002).





Third, there is a stipulative definition of living educational theories:





Living educational theories are  the explanations that individuals produce for their own learning to live their values of humanity in educational enquiries of the kind, 'How do I improve what I am doing?'





Fourth, there is the empirical process of transforming the experience and meanings of embodied values into educational standards of judgement for testing the validity of claims to educational knowledge that are made from within a living educational theory perspective. This empirical process involves the clarification of the meanings of values of humanity as these emerge in the practice of enquiries of the kind, 'How do I improve what I am doing?' The experience and meanings of embodied values are transformed, with the help of language, into living standards of educational judgement that are sufficiently stable to be used to test the validity of claims to know one's own learning.





For example, in the course of my professional development from novice teacher to teacher, teacher to master educator and master educator to doctor educator (see the appendix,  I claim to have learnt,  and to be able to explain, how  I exercise an educational influence in the expression of the originality of mind and critical judgements of practitioner-researchers.  I am thinking of an educational influence in the creation and criticism of living educational theories as the practitioner-researchers  learn to live more fully their own values of humanity in their doctoral enquiries. Because of time I'll only mention here the importance of aesthetic and ethical embodied values in my explanations of my educational practices, enquiries and influences and in the living educational theories of other practitioner-researchers.  For example Moira Laidlaw's (1996) doctoral thesis is focused on the communication of the meanings of her embodied aesthetic values in her explanation of her own learning as she says in her abstract:





I intend my thesis to be a contribution to both educational research methodology and educational knowledge. In this thesis I have tried to show what it means to me, a teacher-researcher, to bring, amongst others, an aesthetic standard of judgement to bear on my educative relationships with Undergraduate, Postgraduate, Higher Degree education students and classroom pupils in the action enquiry: 'How do I help my students and pupils to improve the quality of their learning?' By showing how my own fictional narratives can be used to express ontological understandings in a claim to educational knowledge, and by using insights from Coleridge's 'The Ancient Mariner' to illuminate my own educational values, I intend to make a contribution to action research methodology. By describing and explaining my own educational development in the creation of my own 'living educational theory', I intend to make a contribution to educational knowledge. (Laidlaw,  Abstract,1996)





I want to acknowledge more fully my valuing of the spiritual quality of I-You relations in the educative relations of my university teaching.  Buber (1970) writes about this spiritual quality in the sexist language of his age:





"How much of a person a man is depends on how strong the I of the basic word I-You is in the human duality of his I.


The way he says I - what he means when he says I - decides where a man belongs and where he goes. The word "I" is the true shibboleth of humanity.


Listen to it!


How dissonant the I of the ego sounds! When it issues from tragic lips, tense with some self-contradiction that they try to hold back, it can move us to great pity. When it issues from chaotic lips that savagely, heedlessly, unconsciously represent contradiction, it can make us shudder. When the lips are vain and smooth, it sounds embarrassing or disgusting.





Those who pronounce the severed I, wallowing in the capital letter, uncover the shame of the world spirit that has been debased to mere spirituality.


But how beautiful and legitimate the vivid and emphatic I of Socrates sounds! It is the I of infinite conversation, and the air of conversation is present in all its ways, even before his judges, even in the final hour in prison. This I lived in that relation to man which is embodied in conversation. It believed in the actuality of men and went out toward them. Thus it stood together with them in actuality and is never severed from it. Even solitude cannot spell forsakenness, and when the human world falls silent for him, he hears his daimonion say You.


How beautiful and legitimate the full I of Goethe sounds! It is the I of pure intercourse with nature. Nature yields to it and speaks ceaselessly with it; she reveals here mysteries to it and yet does not betray her mystery. It believes in her and says to the rose: "So it is You" - and at once shares the same actuality with the rose. Hence, when it returns to itself, the spirit of actuality stays with it; the vision of the sun clings to the blessed eye that recalls its own likeness to the sun, and the friendship of the elements accompanies man into the calm of dying and rebirth.


Thus the "adequate, true, and pure" I-saying of the representatives of association, the Socratic and the Goethean persons, resounds through the ages."





As I integrate the meanings of my embodied, spiritual valuing of I-You relations in my explanations of my educational influence, I do not believe that such explanations can, in principle, be generated from theories that are expressed in terms of interconnected sets of propositions that abide by the law of contradiction. I do not want to be misunderstood at this point. I am not rejecting the validity of theories, expressed in terms of interconnected sets of propositions, from disciplines other than educational practice, enquiry and influence. I am claiming that such theories cannot (because the linguistic nature of their concepts lose a connection with the embodied values of disciplines of educational practice, enquiry and influence), generate valid explanations for an individual’s learning to live values of humanity in a process of educational enquiry of the kind, 'How do I improve what I am doing?' One of the limitations of the written texts of journals of educational research is that their solely linguistic form of representation tends to omit or distort the embodied meanings of spiritual, aesthetic and ethical values of humanity that help to constitute an individual’s education.  





I have made a multi-media CD-Rom to show you some of these embodied values that seem to require multi-media forms of representation in order to communicate their  meanings in my explanations for my own professional development in education and for my educational influence.  I cannot show you this here!





I am thinking of embodied values such as humour, that Bateson (1980), believes central to human evolution. I am thinking of embodied values such as compassion, pleasure, justice and love.  As the creators of living educational theories, in the above list,  exercised their creative intuitions in imagining possibilities for living their values more fully, they found it  impossible to validly represent their  explanations of the processes of learning solely within interconnected sets of propositions. They needed dialogical, narrative forms and other non-verbal forms of representation to communicate the meanings of their embodied values in their explanations.  





If you decide to create your own living educational theories as explanations of your learning to live your values of humanity, I imagine that you will need to clarify the meanings of such embodied values as freedom, justice, love, care and compassion in the course of their emergence in your practice of educational enquiry. I imagine that your clarifications will take place with the assistance of language in ways that do not disconnect your theorising from your practice. I am thinking of the disconnection that can take place through the use of interconnected sets of propositions in expressing the meanings of embodied values as these emerge in the practice of educational enquiry. 





I now want to turn the question as to whether I can justify, on the grounds of some 35 years educational enquiry and research into my professional practice, that I am a doctor educator. The term doctor educator is not in common usage in texts on education, educational research and professional development. When you have understood my reasons for claiming that I have made a transition from master educator to doctor education you may be able give me some good reasons for resisting the inclusion of the language of master educator and doctor educator in professional discourse.  





Professional Development





In 1967, I marked the beginning of my professional development, as a novice teacher in education, with a special study on, 'A way to professionalism in education?' This was part of my initial teacher education programme at the University of Newcastle in England. It marked the beginning of my transition from novice-teacher to teacher.  I want to ask what you think of the idea of defining the phases of my continuing professional development in terms of transitions from teacher to master educator and from master educator to doctor educator. Do you think that bringing the terms master educator and doctor educator into our professional vocabulary might contribution to enhancing professionalism in education?  Maybe a review of the evidence of these transitions in my professional development might help with my enquiry.





I think the evidence of my transition from novice-teacher to teacher may be unproblematic. It is in my 1972 masters dissertation 'A preliminary investigation of the process through which adolescents acquire scientific understanding'. Other evidence  that I was viewed as a competent teacher is also in testimonials I received from advisors and headteacher s about my teaching when, in 1973, I applied for a post as Lecturer in Education at the University of Bath . My professional development  during this transition from novice teacher to teacher included the Academic Diploma (Philosophy & Psychology) programme (1968-1970) at the London Institute of Education.  I enrolled on this programme because Richard Peters was contributing to the philosophy component and I had been inspired by reading his Ethics and Education (1966) during my initial teacher education programme. Between 1968 and 1971 I held his view of educational theory that it was constituted by the disciplines of philosophy, psychology, sociology and history of education. I rejected the disciplines approach in 1971, half way through my masters degree in the psychology of education because. My rejection came out of a growing confidence in my practical knowledge as a teacher. I became more confident that I could explain my educational influence with my students in relation to my embodied educational values. As I tested the explanatory power of theories from what counted at the time as the disciplines of education, I could not see how any of the theories could explain my educational  practice and influence with my students in a way that retained a valid connection to my embodied educational values. It was this tension that moved me from school teaching into educational research. 





I moved to my present position as a lecturer in education at the University of Bath in 1973 in order to contribute to a reconstruction of educational theory.  My professional development continued, initially as a methods tutor on the postgraduate education programme at Bath, then as a tutor on the taught  and researcher masters programmes and then as a supervisor of doctoral enquiries. 





I do not want to skate over the powerful influence in my professional development of my learning as I engaged with the regime of truth of my University in the process of creating and legitimating a living theory approach to educational research. My educational responses included my learning as I worked with others to overcome an attempt to terminate my employment in the Unniversity on grounds that included the claim that I had disturbed the good order and morale of the School of Education. They included my professional learning as I responded to the University’s rejection of two Ph.D. submissions on educational theory in 1980 and 1982. They included my learning as I responded to the University’s claim in 1987 that my activities and writings were a challenge to the present and proper organisation of the University and not consistent with the duties the University wished me to pursue in teaching or research.  





A Senate Working Party, established to enquire into possible breaches of my academic freedom, from the 1987  claim above, about my teaching and research, reported that while academic freedom had not been breached, ‘This was, however, because of Mr. Whitehead’s persistence in the face of pressure; a less determined individual might well have been discouraged and therefore constrained’.   My learning, in response to these experiences and pressures, has had a profound influence on my educational enquiries and professional development as a doctor educator. I have described and analysed this learning elsewhere (Whitehead, 1993).    





By 1988, in my Presidential Address to BERA, I recognised myself as a master educator.  In this address on  'How do we improve research-based professionalism in education - A question which includes action research, educational theory and the politics of educational knowledge' (Whitehead, 1989),  I included an appendix of successfully completed, educational  action research masters degrees that  I had supervised. These masters’ researchers provided evidence of my educational influence in their learning over the course of their enquiries. From this evidence, together with analyses of my own educational influence (Whitehead,  1985, 1989a, 1989b), I felt confident that I'd made the transition from teacher to master educator. The educational standards of judgement used for a short time by the University of Bath to judge teacher’s portfolios for a master’s degree (Appendix) were ones that I felt that I had met in recognising myself as a master educator:





Researched a good quality educational question related to their own or their school's/college's professional practice?





Explained their professional learning in a way which has appropriately integrated knowledge from other sources?





Demonstrated an ability to identify, plan, undertake and evaluate educational developments involving students and/or colleagues in an appropriately critical and balanced fashion?





Considered the implications of how their enquiry could improve educational practices?





As well as wondering if you think that there is sufficient evidence referred to in the Appendix of my BERA Address and my other analyses (Whitehead, 1985, 1989b) to justify a claim to be a master educator, I am wondering whether I have produced sufficient evidence in my professional development in the eleven years between 1988 and 1999, for you to see that I am now a doctor educator. I am thinking particularly of the evidence in my third doctoral thesis on educational theory, submitted successfully to the University of Bath in 1999. This was on, 'How do I improve my practice? Creating a discipline of education through educational enquiry'  (Whitehead, 1999a) You can download my analysis of this evidence from the living theory section of actionresearch.net . I hope you can feel something of the pleasure with which I placed this living theory thesis alongside those of other researchers I had supervised. This pleasure is important. Without it, I doubt if I could have sustained my commitment to a productive life in education.





In the course of supervising these doctoral programmes and researching my own professional practice in the enquiry, ‘How can I improve what I am doing?’ I recognised myself as a doctor educator. I’m wondering if the analysis of the evidence in my thesis will enable you to support this recognition in terms of my disciplines of educational practice, enquiry and influence. The educational standards I use to judge the evidence of my transition from master educator to doctor educator include the standards for the award of a doctorate from the University of Bath. The addition I make to these standards below to distinguish myself as a doctor educator from other kinds of doctorates are the educational standards of judgement I use, to judgement the quality of my practice in learning to live values of humanity:





These University standards are that the examiners should be satisfied as to evidence of:





a) originality of mind.


b) critical judgement.


c) matter worthy of publication





In making their recommendation the examiners should take into account:





d) the extent of the work.


e) the merit of the work.


f) the manner of its presentation.


g) the candidate's demonstration of a wider knowledge of the subject in the oral (viva voce) examination. 


 


I now want to consider some meanings of quality of my university teaching to clarify what I am meaning by values of humanity. I also want to fulfil the intentions of contributing to this Symposium in terms of explaining how the development of practitioners' personal theories of education can have far-reaching significance for personal and organisational growth. I also want to explain how standards of judgement may be defined and communicated through transforming the experience of embodied values of humanity into living educational standards of  practice and judgement. 





Quality in University Teaching





Most of my university teaching is research led (Whitehead, 1989a). By this I mean that it is focused on my present supervision of some 14 doctoral enquiries and my tutoring of the educational enquiries of teacher-researchers.  My educational action research is focused on the enquiry, 'How do I improve what I am doing?' In the living theory section of my website,  actionresearch.net  there are the additional living theory doctoral theses listed above that I've either solely or jointly supervised to their successful completion between 1995-2002. To understand the meaning I am giving to ‘quality’ in what I am doing in my university teaching I think it necessary to explain my understanding of education. Because I think that education involves the exercise of originality of mind and critical judgement in mediating between experience and learning, I cannot claim to have educated anyone other than myself. I am thinking of such claims in terms of a distinction between a causal and intentional connection  between what I do and what the other learns. 





I cannot claim a causal connection. This is because the originality of mind and critical judgement of the learner must mediate between what I do and what the other learns, for me to recognise the learning as educational. However, I can claim to have intentionally influenced the education of others through the mediation of their originality of mind and critical judgement  between what I do and their learning. 





I also view education as a value-laden practical activity. I mean this in the sense that for me to recognise what is learnt as educational, it must be related to my understanding of learning to live values of humanity. Let me see if I can clarify what I mean by educational influence and  learning to live values of humanity in relation to the emergence of these meanings in my educational enquiry, 'How do I improve what I am doing?'  I will then outline some implications for my life policy of enquiring into the effectiveness of integrating Bernstein’s theory of pedagogic communication and his idea of the pedagogisation of knowledge  in the education of individuals and the education of social formations. 





I use the idea of influence as an open field of possibility. This focus on educational influence was strengthened by Edward Said where he writes: 





"As a poet indebted to and friendly with Mallarme, Valery was compelled to assess originality and derivation in a way that said something about a relationship between two poets that  could not be reduced to a simple formula. As the actual circumstances were rich, so too had to be the attitude.  Here is an example from the “Letter About Mallarme”.





No word comes easier of oftener to the critic’s pen than the word influence, and no vaguer notion can be found among all the vague notions that compose the phantom armory of aesthetics.  Yet there is nothing in the critical field that should be of greater philosophical interest or prove more rewarding to analysis than the progressive modification of one mind by the work of another.





It often happens that the work acquires a singular value in the other mind, leading to active consequences that are impossible to foresee and in many cases will never be possible to ascertain. What we do know is that this derived activity is essential to intellectual production of all types. Whether in science or in the arts, if we look for the source of an achievement we can observe that what a man does either repeats or refutes what someone else has done – repeats it in other tones, refines or amplifies or simplifies it, loads or overloads it with meaning; or else rebuts, overturns, destroys and denies it, but thereby assumes it and has invisibly used it. Opposites are born from opposites.





We say that an author is original when we cannot trace the hidden transformations that others underwent in his mind; we mean to say that the dependence on what he does on what others have done is excessively complex and irregular. There are works in the likeness of others, and works that are the reverse of others, but there are also works of which the relation with earlier productions is so intricate that we become confused and attribute them to the direct intervention of the gods. (Paul Valery, ‘Letter about Mallarme’, in Leonardo, Poe, Mallarme, trans. Malcolm Cowley and James R. Lawler (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1972), p. 241.





Valery converts ‘influence’ from a crude idea of the weight of one writer coming down in the work of another into a universal principle of what  he calls ‘derived achievement’. He then connects this concept with a complex process of repetition that illustrates it by multiplying instances; this has the effect of providing a sort of wide  intellectual space, a type of discursiveness in which to examine influence. Repetition, refinement, amplification, loading, overloading, rebuttal, overturning, destruction, denial, invisible use – such concepts completely modify a linear (vulgar) idea of ‘influence’ into an open field of possibility. Valery is careful to admit that chance and ignorance play important roles in this field; what we cannot see or find, as well as what we cannot predict, he says, produce excessive irregularity and complexity. Thus the limits of the field of investigation are set by examples whose nonconforming, overflowing energy begins to carry them out of the field. This is an extremely important refinement in Valery’s writing. For even as his writing holds in the wide system of variously dispersed relationships connecting writers with one another, he also shows how at its limits the field gives forth other relations that are hard to describe from within the field." (Said, p.15, 1997)





The original proposal for this contribution to the symposium said that it would explain how standards for judging university teaching may be defined and communicated through transforming the experience of embodied values into living standards of practice and judgement.  Because of limitations in linguistic and propositional representations for the communication of meanings of the educational influence of spiritual, aesthetic and ethical values in educational practices and enquiries, I have found it helpful to supplement such texts with multi-media communications. I am thinking of  the limitations in verbal communications that move artists to find alternative ways of expressing meaning.





I am thinking in particular of the meanings of embodied values of humanity that can be communicated  with the help of video and of the kind I described with Sarah Fletcher at BERA 2000 (Fletcher & Whitehead, 2000). I first encountered the power of video in 1971/1972 when I was given a video-camera and recorder by the inspectorate to explore its potential for teacher education in the science department at Erkenwald Comprehensive School in Barking. Turning the camera on myself, I first experienced myself as a living contradiction. By this I mean that I could see that the value of enquiry learning I believed to be embodied in both my educational practice and in the conditions for enquiry learning I established in my classroom, was actually being denied in the way I was structured the learning experiences and resources for my students. I documented my exploration of the meanings of enquiry learning as these meanings emerged in my practice in the Schools Council Mixed Ability Exercise in Science (Whitehead, 1976). 





More recently Geoff Mead (2001) has demonstrated in his doctoral enquiry how he transformed his embodied values into educational standards of judgement for testing the validity of his claims to know his own learning. I would like to show you a video of a supervision session in which I think I embody both the quality of I-You relation that values both the embodied knowledge of the other and the faith in the others' capacity to engage in enquiry learning when faced with the recognition of their own existence as a living contradiction.  I think the visual data is important in helping me to establish the meanings of my embodied value of I-You relations, through ostensive definition. 





I want to stress at this point that in my experience of educational relations, each individual has a unique constellation of embodied values that move their enquiries forward. These embodied values together with the linguistic expression of their meanings constitute living standards of critical judgement in the knowledge-creation and testing of living educational theories. Each researcher whose living theory is included in actionresearch.net has demonstrated how they have transformed their embodied values into living standards of critical judgement that can be used to test the validity of their claims to educational knowledge.





The idea of methodological inventiveness is a term that best describes, for me, each individual's unique approach to transform the meanings of embodied values into living standards of critical judgement. Dadds and Harts (2001) describe their learning in relation to methodological inventiveness as:





"Perhaps the most important new insight for both of us has been awareness that, for some practitioner researchers, creating their own unique way through their research may be as important as their self-chosen research focus. We had understood for many years that substantive choice was fundamental to the motivation and effectiveness of practitioner research (Dadds 1995); that what practitioners chose to research was important to their sense of engagement and purpose. But we had understood far less well that how practitioners chose to research, and their sense of control over this, could be equally important to their motivation, their sense of identity within the research and their research outcomes." (Dadds & Hart, p. 166, 2001).





In relation to the methodological inventiveness that characterised Geoff Mead's Thesis he has this to say about the underlying embodied values or principles that inform his continuing life of inquiry:





As the thesis draws to a close, eschewing the notion of a generalisable theory in favour of one that is situated and particular, I also identify six underlying principles that inform my continuing life of inquiry:





*trusting the primacy of my own lived experience as the bedrock of inquiry, whilst remaining open to the world of ideas and to what others have to offer.


*valuing the originality of mind and critical judgement inherent in my own forms of sense-making and knowledge creation and the wide variety of forms of representation that they generate .


*exercising my will to meaning to move me towards what brings a sense of significance and purpose to my life and to clarify my vocation as a healer and educator. 


*making an existential choice of optimism, of doing my best, of striving to make things better or to make the best of any given situation for myself and with others. 


*refusing to subsume my life of inquiry within any prescribed form, "following my bliss" to find my own path as a unique and eccentric human being.


*communicating and accounting to others for my life of inquiry as an individual claiming originality and exercising my judgement responsibly with universal intent.





So, when I'm thinking of quality in my university teaching I am thinking of the qualities of originality of mind, critical judgement, values of humanity, embodied knowledge and living educational theories that characterise the lives of educational enquiry of those I supervise, tutor and teach.  Recently I deeply offended one research student by circulating a paper I was due to present to a group of which she was a member. The paper  included a description of my values of humanity. In the paper I'd included a picture of dead bodies in Auschwitz concentration camp.  My description of the context for the picture was that my Father had given me the Victory in Europe book at the age of 6 with such pictures in and they had had a profound influence on my understanding of what human beings were capable of doing to each other. The deep offence I caused was in not realising the power of the image relative to the written context. The first thing my student saw as she opened the paper I circulated was the image. Close relatives  of hers had died in a concentration camp and it triggered deep distress. I want to say this to emphasise that some of the things I do, with good educational intent,  have unintended consequences that are not educational and may be harmful. 





In contrast to such negative experiences  I would like you to read you a note I received on from Erica Holley, a few days before this Symposium. Erica is a researcher whose thesis is in the living theory section of actionresearch.net.  It arrived unexpectedly in response to a letter I'd sent out a month or so ago on the living-action-research list about learning to live values of humanity. It communicates to me the qualities I seek to realise in my university teaching as a professional educator. 





Date: Tue, 10 Sep 2002 20:45:20 +0100


To: Jack Whitehead <edsajw@bath.ac.uk>


Subject: Re: Learning to live values of humanity





I have read this message several times and have wanted to reply but found


the words to express what I wanted to say difficult. Perhaps it's because


I'm out of the habit of speaking your language.


Jack, you have, without doubt, been affirmed in my thought and my love many


times.Your direct influence? You gave me confidence in myself. Your


questions enabled me to articulate what I knew but could not say. There's a


phrase that comes to mind, I think it's from Vygotsky about " meaning at the point


of utterance". The meaning/ significance of my work came to me through the


description of my work to you. You were not interested in the detail of my


work, as such, but were interested how I represented the work to myself and


to others. You made it clear that I could think or claim a great deal, but


always pushed me with the words ' show me' or 'explain to me.' In speaking


and writing the narrative of my understanding, I understood more. In that


sense you were a mediator between myself and my life. You acknowledged the


originality of my mind and my critical judgement but your teaching ( and I


think you are a teacher - an important term) allowed me to discover and


acknowledge them for myself. You had a direct influence, not on what I


thought, but how I expressed it. There's a long journey between one's mind


and one's tongue!








When A.N. Whitehead  (1962) wrote about Universities and their Function in the 1920s he began, 'The expansion of universities is one marked feature of the social life in the present age' (p.136). Imagine what he might make of the expansions from the 1960s onwards! I am still inspired by his notion that:





'Thus the proper function of a university is the imaginative acquisition of knowledge…. A university is imaginative or it is nothing - at least nothing useful…. The whole art in the organisation of a university is the provision of a faculty whose learning is lighted up with imagination. This is the problem of problems in university education; and unless we are careful the recent vast extension of universities in number of students and in variety of activities - of which we are so justly proud - will fail in producing the proper results, by the mishandling of this problem.'(p. 145/146)





The idea of a university, and my university teaching, being concerned with the imaginative acquisition (and creation) of educational knowledge and the extension of the influence of living educational theories, as a matter of policy, brings me to my last section. 





Impact on Policy





I am wondering what kind of answer you might give to my questions as to whether  you have a life policy and, if you do, who is it with? If you asked me this question I would think that you might be expecting an answer like Legal and General or Sun Alliance.  As the beneficiary of these policies, Joan often comments with a gleam in her eye that I'm more valuable to her dead than alive! This isn't what I'm meaning by a life policy. What I'm meaning is related to the kind of meditation on death described by Foucault  (Eribon, 1989) and advocated by Castenada (1972). Foucault says:





"The particular value of meditation on death is not only that it anticipates what is  generally considered as the greatest misfortune, it is not only that it makes it  possible to convince oneself that death is not an evil; it offers the possibility of  casting, in anticipation so to speak, a backward glance on life. In considering  oneself on the point of dying, one can judge each of the acts that one is in the  process of committing according to its own worth. Death, said Epictetus, takes the  laborer as he labors, the sailor as he navigates: “and you, what  do  you want to be your occupation when you are taken?”. And Seneca imagined the moment of  death as the one in which one might somehow become the judge of oneself and  measure the moral progress that one had accomplished up to one’s last day. In the  twenty-sixth letter he wrote:  “Concernng the moral progress that I shall have been  able to make, I will believe death.... I am waiting for the day in which I will become  my own judge and I will know if I have virtue on my lips and in my heart.”     (Eribon, pp. 331-332,  1989) 





Castenada points out in the words of Don Juan:





" 'Acts have power,',  he said. 'Especially when the person acting knows that those acts are his last battle. There is a strange consuming happiness in acting with the full knowledge that whatever one is doing may very well be one's last act on earth. I recommend that you reconsider your life and bring your acts into that light'. " (p.83)





"Focus your attention on the link between you and your death, without remorse or sadness or worrying. Focus your attention on the fact that you don't have time and let your acts flow accordingly. Let each of your acts be your last battle on earth. Only under those conditions will your acts have their rightful power. Otherwise they will be, for as long as you live, the acts of a timid man." (Castenada, pp. 84-85, 1972)





I do experience this ‘strange consuming happiness’ and, I would add, pleasure in my mysterious source of my life affirming energy in the face of the certainty of my death. I know that any explanation of my own education and educational influence would be incomplete without this acknowledgement.





In my research-led university teaching I try to relate to others through a view of education that makes the assumption that a life of educational enquiry includes making sense of present practice in relation to an evaluation of past learning and the projection of oneself into a desirable future. So, in my thinking about a life policy, I'm encouraging the action researchers I supervise, tutor and teach, to construct action plans as educational life policies in which they are learning to live their values of humanity as fully as they can before we die! As a policy, this seems to offer a good chance that the individual will be able to look back (as will I) with some satisfaction that they did their best to live a productive life based on their learning to live their values of humanity.





When I say that I try to relate to others through a view of education I want to stress my commitment to the I-You relation I describe below. In this relation, the educator has a special humility that enables him or her to subordinate a hierarchical view of the world to the particular being and need of the learner. 





Because I see educational theories as forms of dialogue that have profound significance for the future of humanity I am continuing to devote much of my productive life to their development.  In relation to their impact on my life policy I am exploring their extension into the education of social formations. As part of this exploration I have started to evaluate my use of Basil Bernstein's theory of pedagogic communication. I am attracted to his idea of the pedagogisation of knowledge because of the distinction he draws between the 'relay' and what is 'relayed' in pedagogic communication.  In exploring the educational influence of living educational theories in the education of social formations I am evaluating the significance for my enquiry of integrating insights from his new language of pedagogy. I am particularly interested in evaluating the effectiveness of integrating his insights into the relations of power and control that influence the 'relays' of pedagogic communication.  This interest in the language of pedagogy marks a shift in my thinking in an earlier contribution to Pedagogy, Culture and Society: a journal of educational discussion and debate where I say:





"While I accept the idea of developing an action research programme to support my reflections as a university teacher-educator, I want to raise my concerns about embracing the concept of 'pedagogy'. Hamilton (1999) believes that the European discourse of didactics is very close to the Anglo-American discourse on pedagogics. 'Only their language divides them' (p.135). My concern is with the way language is used in forming a sense of self, especially in relation to one's professional role. My anxiety about the term 'Pedagogy' is that it is associated with the term 'Pedagogue' meaning a schoolmaster or teacher. The term is usually used in a derogatory way implying pedantry (Concise Oxford Dictionary). For this reason, I prefer to emphasise the idea of being a professional educator, with its positive images in the Anglo-American  literature, rather than embrace the term 'Pedagogue'."  (Whitehead, p. 77, 1999b)





The trigger that moved me to explore the integration of Bernstein's theory of pedagogic communication into my explanations of my educational practice, enquiry and influence, were the power and control relations associated with the following story of a brief article  on 'Funding support for local teachers' that appeared in the June 2002 issue of Topics - the University of Bath newspaper.   





One of the delights in my productive life in the Department of Education is seeing that others have acknowledged the value of using ideas from my research. Some months ago Sarah Fletcher, my next door colleague in the University,  expressed to me her pleasure with the success of a group of Best Practice Research Scholarship proposals she had been co-ordinating. She explained to me how valuable she had found some of my ideas in her mentoring as the teachers constructed their proposals and how these ideas had been integrated in the majority of the proposals. Sarah also expressed her pleasure in being asked to draft out a contribution for Topics. She sent me a copy of her draft in which she acknowleged the importance of my ideas in questions of the kind, 'How can I improve my practice?'  and the importance of the resources in actionresearch.net:





"Research mentoring entails assisting the teachers to undertake systematic and rigorous research as they seek to respond to questions of the kind How Can I Improve My Practice?  Dr. Jack Whitehead has extensively developed this research approach over many years within the Department of education.  His web site www.actionresearch.net represents the work of many teachers undertaking research from Masters’ to PhD level."





In spite of Sarah's protestations that the above acknowledgement  of the value she had found in my ideas should be included in the published piece, as a matter of principle, the article  printed in Topics did not contain this reference to my ideas. Now, I am going to leave for the present the possible influence, on my professional development, of considering the micropolitical  issues of power, control, bias, intellectual integrity and academic freedom in this particular case. The significance of the event  for my learning and professional development is due to the removal of the acknowledgement of the recognition of the value of my ideas and of the value of accessing the other living theory resources at actionresearch.net. The removal of the recognition had the effect of motivating me to extend my cognitive range and concerns through exploring the effectiveness of Bernstein's (2000) language of pedagogy in helping me to understand better how to enhance the recognition of the value of living educational theory texts in the pedagogisation of knowledge and in the education of social formations. 





So, in relation to my life policy my intention is to report at BERA 2003 on my enquiry into  the full integration of Bernstein's theory of pedagogic communication in relation to my continuing professional development, the quality of my university teaching and my life policy of exploring the effectiveness in influencing the education of social formations through the creation and testing of living educational theories with their associated values of humanity.   





I do hope that you will visit actionresearch.net at some point before BERA 2003 to access the full paper for this session and the living theory resources. I also hope that we can use the chat room facilities on the web to share ideas on the influence of professional development, quality in university teaching and the impact of our own life policies on the generation and testing of educational theory.  
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Appendix





Notes for Discussion to Assist in Educating the Social Formation of the Department of Education





What are educational standards of judgement?





What educational standards of judgement mark the transition from:


 


Novice Teacher to Teacher?


Teacher to Master Educator?


Master Educator to Doctor Educator?








My own contributions to the education of the social formation of the department are focused on the curriculum implications of the knowledge generated by myself and my research students. They are also focused on the conversations in which we keep our educational standards of practice and judgement under review. 





Many people have contributed to my own education and I hope that I can carry some of their values and ideas into my own educative influences. The purpose of this brief paper is to contribute to the continuous regeneration of our educational standards of judgement.





What I've been trying to demonstrate in my educational research into my professional practice as an educator  is a scholarship of educational enquiry. I am thinking of a form of scholarship that can show how to transform the experience of embodied values in educative relations into educational standards of judgement that can be used to test the validity of claims to educational knowledge. In developing this scholarship I have been influenced by three philosophical traditions that have focused on exploring the nature of knowledge. I am thinking of linguistic, dialectical and phenomenological philosophy. The assumptions in each tradition have influenced my educational evaluation of the lists of criteria we use to judge assignments on our initial, masters and doctoral programmes. 





For ease of comparison of two sets of criteria used until July 2002 I have put each of the four criteria together with the portfolio criteria in italics and the 4000 word continuous prose criteria in bold. 





****


Researched a good quality educational question related to their own or their school's/college's professional practice?





Made critical use of appropriate literature and professional experience to inform the focus of the study?


****


Explained their professional learning in a way which has appropriately integrated knowledge from other sources?





Made critical use of the literature in the development of the study and its conclusions? 


****


Demonstrated an ability to identify, plan, undertake and evaluate educational developments involving students and/or colleagues in an appropriately critical and balanced fashion?





Demonstrated an ability to identify and categorise issues and concepts in an appropriately balanced fashion?


****


Considered the implications of how their enquiry could improve educational practices?





Demonstrated an ability to analyse, interpret  and critique findings and arguments? 


****





The italicised criteria are closely associated with my own scholarship of educational enquiry This scholarship has emerged from my enquiries, 'How do I improve my practice?'.  It includes a continuous engagement with ideas in a range of literature including my reading in philosophy. For example, from Husserl's phenomenology I developed the insight that in what I do as an educator I,  'have an infinitude of knowledge previous to all deduction, knowledge whose mediated connections (those of intentional implication) have nothing to do with deduction, and being entirely intuitive prove refractory to every methodologically devised scheme of constructive symbolism' (Husserl, Ideas, p.12, 1931. London; George Allen & Unwin). This insight might help to focus on a fundamental difference between the two sets of criteria. The bold criteria are clearly influenced by the language of deduction. The italicised criteria are influenced by the knowledge in an educator's educational practice. All I want to do here is to acknowledge the educational influence of my studies of dialectics and linguistic philosophy in helping me to understand the criteria below on the transformation of embodied values into standards of educational judgement through the process of clarifying their meanings in the course of their emergence in the practice of educative relations.  





I can see that there will be discussions in the near future on the possibility of producing one list of criteria for judging master's assignments. The concerns I'm bringing to the discussion are focused on what I understand as the integrity of my subject, education. For me, as for many others, education is a value-laden practical activity. It is fundamentally concerned with learning and intimately connect edwith the ways individuals create their own forms of life. I believe that there is a scholarship of educational enquiry that can be usefully distinguished from the scholarships of discovery, application, integration and teaching in defining educational theory.  Educational theory has a history of being defined in terms of disciplines other than the discipline of educational practice. I think such definitions are mistaken. For me educational theory constitutes explanations for the educational development of individuals and the educative influences of individuals with each other. It can also explain the educational influence of individuals and groups on social formations. 





I use the emotive word 'colonization' to describe the move of academics, whose subjects are philosophy, sociology, history, psychology, politics, management, economics (of education), to reduce the value-laden nature of the practical activities that define education to the conceptual frameworks and methods of validation of their own subjects. One move they make is to use standards of judgement that are grounded in deduction, not educational practice.  This isn't to say I don't value deduction. I do. It is to stress Husserl's point above, in relation to educational knowledge. With such a value-laden and contested discipline of education conflict is perhaps unavoidable in a struggle to define and control the criteria used to define what counts as educational knowledge. I would say that one of the characteristics of an educated community of scholars is the quality of the way they manage such conflicts. In my experience, it is often those who express a desire to ignore the conflicts in the reality of the politics of educational knowledge, who have institutional power to determine what counts as educational knowledge and who wish to suppress the voicing of competing definitions or who may be very embarrassed in the experience of conflict. I like McIntyre's advocacy of the idea that universities should establish forums for 'constrained disagreement'. That's why I keep supporting the departmental seminars with external examiners on our educational standards of judgement.





Having had some success in influencing the educational standards used to judge the portfolios of educators on our masters programme I want to do some advocacy for a point of view. I think I will fail initially to bring this into the  department's/university's educational standards of judgement used with master's dissertations.  I think I will fail initially, not because I am mistaken, although I may be, but because of the way the truth of power will work to sustain, unchanged, our present set of criteria. Again, I may be mistaken. All I want to do at this point is to contrast two sets of criteria. The first set, in bold, we use. In my view they rely too much on deduction.  The second set, in Italics, is proposed. They have emerged from my own scholarship of educational enquiry and an engagement with the Department's standards. You will see that some of the criteria are identical. I have left out, as a given, the criteria concerning presentation.  Scholarship, values, professional learning, educational enquiry and educational theory are explicitly mentioned in the proposed criteria.





DISSERTATION CRITERIA FOR MASTERS DEGREES IN EDUCATION 





CRITERIA SET A	The Study. To what extent has the student/educator ...


1 justified on educational and academic grounds the reasons for selecting the focus of the study?


1 given a scholarly justification for undertaking the educational enquiry?





2 set out a coherent and appropriate conceptual framework which define the field of study and the scope of the enquiry?


2 demonstrated the transformation of their embodied educational values into educational standards of judgement through the clarification of their values in the course of their emergence in their educative relations. 





3 justified the approach taken to the study (i.e. methodological stance, methods of enquiry chosen, data/evidence collection procedures employed)?


3 justified the approach taken to the study (i.e. methodological stance, methods of enquiry chosen, data/evidence collection procedures employed)?





CRITERIA SET B	The Literature.   To what extent has the student/educator ...


4 reviewed an appropriate and representative literature in the context of the field of study and the conceptual framework?


4 reviewed in the practice of their educational enquiry appropriate and representative literature?





5 used that literature to inform the study in a thorough, appropriate and critical manner?


5 engaged creatively with the literature in explaining their own learning?





6 engaged critically with the literature?


6 engaged critically with the literature in explaining their own professional learning?





CRITERIA SET C The Data/Evidence.  To what extent has the student/educator ...


7 systematically collected data and/or used evidence, as appropriate, which is apposite to the nature and purposes of the study and to its conceptual framework?


7 systematically collected data and/or used evidence, as appropriate, which is apposite to the nature and purposes of the study and to the development of their educational theory?





8 recognised the limitations of both the process and the outcomes of the collection of data/evidence as appropriate to the methodological context in which the study is based?


8 recognised the limitations of both the process and the outcomes of the collection of data/evidence as appropriate to the methodological concerns that have emerged in the educational enquiry?





9 demonstrated an ability to analyse and interpret the data/evidence in an appropriately critical and balanced fashion?


9 demonstrated an ability to analyse and interpret the data/evidence in an appropriately creative, critical and balanced fashion?





CRITERIA SET D	the Outcomes.   To what extent has the student/educator ...


10 drawn and discussed appropriate conclusions from the study in relation to the wider field of educational knowledge?


10 drawn and discussed appropriate conclusions from the study in relation to the wider field of educational knowledge?





11 reflected critically in a summative fashion on the strengths & limitations of the study?


11 reflected creatively and critically in a summative fashion on the strengths & limitations of the study?





12 demonstrated clarity of thought and quality of argument?


12 demonstrated clarity of thought and quality of argument?





Transition From Master Educator To Doctor Educator


 In terms of the transition from master educator to doctor educator I use the standards for the award of a doctorate from the University of Bath.


These are that the examiners should be satisfied as to evidence of:





a) originality of mind.


b) critical judgement.


c) matter worthy of publication





In making their recommendation the examiners should take into account:





d) the extent of the work.


e) the merit of the work.


f) the manner of its presentation.


g) the candidate's demonstration of a wider knowledge of the subject in the oral (viva voce) examination. 





A Ph.D. from the University of Bath is a research degree. There is also the award of Ed.D. (Doctor of Education). This is a mixture of a four unit taught programme and a research enquiry. The criteria for the research enquiry are the same as for the Ph.D. Thesis. The criteria for the unit assessments are given in bold  below. The kind of criteria that I think are consistent with transitions from master educator to doctor educator are given in italics:





To what extent has the Candidate…..





1) Set out and justified the field and focus of the assignment on educational and academic grounds?





1) Demonstrated  how the assignment has emerged from their educational practice and contributed to an enquiry into improving this practice?





2) Reflected critically on the strengths and limitations of the finished study?





2) Demonstrated how an imagined possibility for future practice has emerged from a critical evaluation of the explanation of their professional learning in the practice of their assignment?





3) Reviewed literature pertinent to the field?





3) Integrated critical insights from literature in an explanation of their professional learning?





4) Analysed and interpreted data and/or evidence in a critical and balanced fashion?





4) Demonstrated how data from their educational practice has been used as evidence in an explanation of their educative influence. 





5) Shown critical judgement in identifying, ordering and analysing arguments and/or conclusions?





5) Explicated the educational values that serve as educational standards of judgement in testing the validity of their educational theory.





6) Related arguments and/or conclusions to the wider educational/professional field?





6) Explained their professional learning in a way that relates to educational theories drawn from a global perspective.





7) Show insights in, and/or made an original contribution to, the field of study?





7) Demonstrated originality of mind? 





8) Reached a satisfactory standard with regard to presentation and the use of English?





8) Reached a satisfactory standard with regard to presentation and the use of English?





My reason for focusing on the nature of educational standards of practice and judgement is because I think that living such standards has a profound influence on the future of humanity. The phrase 'Educating the social formation of humanity through living educational standards of practice and judgement', may communicate something of the significance I attach to living educational standards.
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